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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-9, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Fu et al., US Patent 5,226,127 (Herein after "Fu".). 

3. Referring to claim 1 , Fu has taught a processing arrangement for a computer, 
the arrangement comprising: 

a. a first processor means which is operable to process instructions from a 
first set of instructions (column 6, lines 37-49); and 

b. a second processor means which is operable to process instructions from 
a second set of instructions, which second set of instructions is a subset of the 
first set of instructions (column 6, lines 37-49, Figure 1 ), the second processor 
means being arranged to receive instructions and to process the received 
instructions independently from the first processor means, when the received 
instructions are selected from the second set of instructions (column 6, lines 37- 
49, Instructions are either fully executed on the general purpose processor or the 
special purpose processing unit (numeric coprocessor). Once the coprocessor 
receives an instruction of it's subset, that instruction is independently executed, 
meanwhile the general purpose processor is either actively executing other 
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instructions or in an inactive wait state.), wherein the first processor means 
includes a plurality of registers, and the second processor means is operable to 
access a predetermined, non-zero, selection of the said registers (Figure 1, 
. column 3, lines 39-49, The floating point co-processor will effect the same 
registers that are affected by the general purpose processor.), and wherein the 
first and second processor means are operable to process respective instructions 
in parallel with one another (Column 3, line 50-column 4, line 7, When the main 
processor does not wait for the coprocessor to complete processing the 
respective instructions are executed in parallel.). 

4. Referring to claim 2, Fu has taught the processing arrangement of claim 1 , as 
described above, and wherein the first processor means has active and inactive 
states of operation (column 2, line 65-column 4, line 7, column 5, lines 12-17, The 
general purpose processor is either actively executing instructions or in an inactive wait 
state.), and wherein the second processor means is operable to process instructions 
when the first processor means is in the inactive state (column 2, line 65-column 4, line 
7, column 5, lines 12-17, The numeric processor executes instructions while the main 
processor is in a wait state.). 

5. Referring to claim 3, Fu has taught the processing arrangement of claim 2, as 
described above, and wherein the second processor means is operable to cause the 
first processor means to change to the active state from the inactive state, when the 
received instructions cannot be processed by the second processor means (column 2, 
line 65-column 4, line 7, column 5, lines 12-17, "Active state" is interpreted as currently 
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executing instructions. "Inactive state" is interpreted as not currently executing any 
instructions. In synchronization wait state no other instructions can be executed until 
the coprocessor is available to execute other instructions.). 

6. Claim 5 has nothing over claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in claim 1 . 

7. Claim 6 has nothing over claim 2 and is rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in claim 2. 

8. Referring to claim 7, Fu has taught a computer processing arrangement, the 
arrangement comprising: 

a. a host processor (column 6, lines 37-49), including a plurality of registers 
(Figure 1 , column 3, lines 39-49), operable to process instructions from a first set 
of instructions (column 6, lines 37-49); and 

b. a shadow processor (column 6, lines 37-49) operable to access a 
predetermined, non-zero, selection of the registers (Figure 1, column 3, lines 39- 
49, The floating point co-processor will effect the same registers that are affected 
by the general purpose processor.) and to process instructions from a second set 
of instructions, which second set of instructions is a subset of the first set of 
instructions (column 6, lines 37-49); and 

c. wherein the second set of instructions used by the shadow processor is 
selected from a group consisting of servicing multiple tasks (column 3, lines 56- 
68, column 5, lines 12-17) and exceptions (column 3, lines 62-64), maintaining 
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contexts of the host processor (column 3, lines 60-63), and controlling interrupts 
received from peripherals coupled to the computer (column 3, lines 65-67). 

9. Claim 8 and 9 have nothing over claims 3 and 4 and are therefore rejected for 
the same reasons as set forth in claims 3 and 4. 

10. Referring to claim 1 1 , Fu has taught the computer processing arrangement of 
claim 10, as described above, and wherein each such shadow processor is one from 
the group consisting of a RISC CPU, a logic processor (column 6, lines 37-49, All 
processors are logic processors since low-level logic gates are used to implement 
processors.) and a memory management processor (Only one processor from the 
group needs to be in the reference to read on the claim as worded.). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 1 2, Fu has taught a method of operating a computer having 
a first processor that operates to process instructions from a first set of instructions 
(column 6, lines 37-49), and a second processor that operates to process instructions 
from a second set of instructions, the second set of instructions being a subset of the 
first set of instructions (column 6, lines 37-49), the method comprising the steps of: 
using the second processor to receive instructions; and processing the received 
instructions using the second processor independently from the first processor when the 
received instructions are selected from said second set of instructions (column 6, lines 
37-49, Instructions are either fully executed on the general purpose processor or the 
special purpose processing unit (numeric coprocessor). Once the coprocessor receives 
an instruction of it's subset, that instruction is independently executed, meanwhile the 
general purpose processor is either actively executing other instructions or in an 
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inactive wait state.), wherein the first processor includes a plurality of registers (Figure 
1 , column 3, lines 39-49), and the second processor is operable to access a 
predetermined, non-zero selection of the registers (Figure 1, column 3, lines 39-49, The 
floating point co-processor will effect the same registers that are affected by the general 
purpose processor.), and wherein the second set of instructions used by the second 
processor is one selected from the group consisting of servicing multiple tasks (column 
3, lines 56-68, column 5, lines 12-17) and exceptions (column 3, lines 62-64), 
maintaining contexts of the first processor (column 3, lines 60-63), and controlling 
interrupts received from peripherals coupled to the computer (column 3, lines 65-67). 

12. Claim 13 has nothing over claim 2 and is rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in claim 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 4, 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fu et al., US Patent 5,226,127 (Herein after "Fu".). 

15. Referring to claim 4, Fu has taught the processing arrangement of claim 3, as 
described above. Fu has not specifically taught further comprising a plurality of 
processing arrangements having a plurality of second processor means and a plurality of 
corresponding first processor means wherein each second processor means is 
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operable to cause the corresponding first processor means to change to the active state 
from the inactive state, when the received instructions cannot be processed by the its 
corresponding second processor means for processing respective subsets of the first 
instruction set. However, duplicating a part for multiple effect has been held to be an 
unpatentable difference. In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 671 , 124 USPQ 378, 380 (CCPA 
1960). This claim is merely duplicating the claimed first and second processors. 
Increasing the number of processors in the system would have increased the overall 
instruction processing parallelism of the processor. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the 
processing arrangement of Fu comprise a plurality of processing arrangements having a 
plurality of second processor means and a plurality of corresponding first processor 
means wherein each second processor means is operable to cause the corresponding 
first processor means to change to the active state from the inactive state, when the 
received instructions cannot be processed by the its corresponding second processor 
means for processing respective subsets of the first instruction set, for the desirable 
purpose of increasing instruction processing parallelism and since it has been held that 
duplicating a part for multiple effect in not a patentable difference. 

16. Claim 10 has nothing over claim 4 and is rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in claim 4. 

17. Referring to claim 1 1 , Fu has taught the computer processing arrangement of 
claim 10, as described above, and wherein each such shadow processor is one from 
the group consisting of a RISC CPU, a logic processor (column 6, lines 37-49, All 
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processors are logic processors since low-level logic gates are used to implement 
them.) and a memory management processor (Only one processor from the group 
needs to be in the reference to read on the claim as worded.). 

Response to Arguments 

18. Applicant's arguments filed June 19, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

19. On page 8, Applicant argues in essence: 

"in Fu, the microprocessor and the co-processor are described as both being in 
active states (e.g. the microprocessor is not in a sleep state while the co- 
processor is operating), although the microprocessor of Fu is waiting while the 
second processor is in operation. Thus, in Fu, there is a dependence of the co- 
processor on its corresponding microprocessor " 

However, in claim 1 applicant has merely claimed "process the received 

instructions independently from the first processor means". Applicant is 

attempting to interpret claim 1 narrower than what is actually claimed. Fu has 

taught to "process the received instructions independently from the first 

processor means" (column 6, lines 37-49). In fu instructions are fully executed 

either on the general purpose processor or the special purpose processing unit 

(numeric coprocessor). Once the coprocessor receives an instruction of it's own 

subset, that instruction is independently executed, meanwhile the general 

purpose processor is either actively executing other instructions or in an inactive 

wait state. In this case, at best, there is some level of dependence of the main 

processor on the coprocessor. Since the coprocessor of Fu fully executes is own 
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received instructions, the coprocessor is not dependent on the main processor. 
Therefore this argument is moot. 

20. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4-5 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

21. Claims 14-26 are allowed. 

Conclusion 

22. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

23. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia L. Meonske whose telephone number is (571) 



Application/Control Number: 09/830,719 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2181 

272-4170. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with first Friday's 



25. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fritz Fleming can be reached on (571) 272-4145. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

26. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



off. 



tlm 




